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EDWARD  ROLK 
R.  E.  COLLINS, 


SPECIAL  REPORT  ON  TAXATION. 


Sacramento,  December  1,  1911. 
To  His  Excellency,  Hiram  W.  Johnson,  Governor: 

Sir:  The  State  Hoard  of  Equalization  respectfully  submits  the  fol- 
lowing Special  Report.  This  report  has  been  prepared  for  the  purpose 
of  meeting  what  seems  to  be  a very  general  demand  for  official  infor- 
mation concerning  the  operation,  during  its  first  year,  of  the  tax  amend- 
ment to  the  constitution,  and  especially  Avith  reference  to  the  effect  on 
counties  and  cities  of  the  withdraAval  of  property  formerly  assessed  and 
taxed  by  them,  Avhen  taken  in  connection  AAutli  their  release  from  gen- 
eral state  taxation.  The  aim  has  been  to  present  facts,  not  to  discuss 
or  argue. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

A.  B.  NYE,  Chairman. 

EDWARD  ROLIvIX. 
JOHN  MITCHELL. 

R.  E.  COLLINS. 

JEFF  McELVAINE. 

T.  M.  EBY,  Secretary. 

The  neAv  tax  laws  and  their  enforcement. 

The  constitutional  amendment,  commonly  knoAvn  as  Senate  Constitu- 
tional Amendment  No.  1,  “providing  for  the  separation  of  state  and 
local  taxation,  providing  for  the  taxation  of  public  service  and  other 
corporations  for  the  benefit  of  the  State,  etc.,”  Avas  approA^ed  by  the 
people  of  the  State  on  NoA^ember  8,  1910,  by  a vote  of  141,312  for  and 
96,493  against. 

The  amendment  provided  that  “all  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be 
self-executing.”  It  fixed  the  first  iMonday  in  March  as  the  date  Avhen 
the  ne\\'  taxes  should  be  assessed  and  should  become  a lien,  and  the  year 
ending  December  31st  as  the  year  for  Avhich  the  gross  receipts,  used  as  a 
measure  of  some  of  the  taxes,  should  be  computed.  It  also  named  the 
State  Board  of  Equalization  as  the  administratiA^e  arm  of  the  State  for 
the  execution  of  the  neAv  tax  laAvs  [See  article  XIII,  sec.  14,  paragraph 
(f)  ; also  paragraph  (c)].  Section  3692  of  the  Political  Code  further 
provides  that  the  State  Board  of  Equalization  is  empoAvered  “(3)  to 
make  out,  prepare  and  enforce  the  use  of  all  forms  in  relation  to  the 
assessment  of  property,  collection  of  taxes  and  re\^enue  of  this  state.” 
It  thus  became  the  duty  of  the  board  to  prepare  at  once  for  the  assess- 
ment of  the  neAv  taxes. 

The  Board,  accordingly,  prepared  a li.st  of  companies  and  persons  sub- 
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jvH't  to  st  ito  tiixation.  prepared  blank  forms  lor  n'ports  and  mailed  them 
to  eaeh  r >mpany  or  pei'son  snb.jeet  to  the  tax.  The  followin'^  is  the  list 

Keport  on  General  Franchises  of  Tneorpoi-ated 
Companies,  1911. 

Ke])ort  of  Comj)anies  lAii^'aged  in  the  Ti'ansmis- 
sion  or  Sale  of  Gas  or  Eleetrieity,  1911. 

Keport  of  Express  Companies,  1911. 

Report  of  Kefritrerator.  Oil.  Stock,  Emit,  and 
Other  Car-Loanin*i-  and  (Hher  Car  Companies. 
1911. 

Keport  of  Sleeping  Car,  Dining  Car,  Drawing 
Room  Car  and  Palace  Car  Companies,  1911. 
Report  of  Telegraph  and  Telephone  ('ompanies, 
1911. 

Report  of  Railroad  Coni])anies,  1911. 

Keport  of  Street  Railway  ('ompanies,  1911. 
Report  of  Special  Franchises  of  Water  Com- 
panies, 1911. 

Report  on  AVharves,  Ferries,  Toll  Roads,  Toll 
Bridges  and  Other  Special  Franchises,  1911. 
Report  on  Special  Franchises  of  Oil  Pipe  Lines. 
1911. 

Keport  of  Commercial  and  Savings  Banks. 
1911. 

Report  of  Trust  Companies,  1911. 

Report  of  National  Banks,  1911. 

The  hoard  also  provided  six  assessment  rolls  for  franchises  and  one 
eaeh  for  public-service  corporations,  banks  and  insurance. 

The  h gislature  convened  in  January,  1911,  and,  on  the  28th  of  the 
same  nitiith,  a bill  was  passed  making  an  appropriation  to  be  expended 
by  the  State  Board  of  Equalization  for  the  pur])ose  of  carrying  into 
etfect  the  new  tax  system.  Early  in  the  session  there  was  introduced 
by  the  Ton.  J.  B.  Curtin.  Senator  from  the  twelfth  district,  a bill, 
common  y known  as  Senate  Bill  No.  13,  entitled:  “An  act  to  carry  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  section  fourteen  of  article  thirteen  of  the  con- 
stitutioi  of  the  State  of  California  as  said  constitution  was  amended 
Xovemb  -r  8.  1910,  providing  for  the  separation  of  state  from  local  tax- 
ation. and  providing  for  the  taxation  'of  public  service  and  other 
corporations,  banks  and  insurance  companies  for  the  benefit  of  the  State, 
all  relat  ng  to  revenue  and  taxation.”  This  bill  became  a law  April  1, 
1911,  ai  d now  constitutes  Chapter  335  of  the  Statutes  of  the  year  1911. 

Fndei  the  jirovisions  of  the  constitution  and  of  the  Political  Code 
aliove  rt  ferred  to.  many  of  the  reports  of  companies  and  persons  subject 
to  state  taxation  had  been  tiled  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act.  As  soon 
as  the  a *t  became  a law  the  State  Board  of  Equalization  began  to  make 
the  assessments  in  accordance  Avith  its  provisions.  In  accord  with  the 
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provisions  of  the  new  law,  notice  of  the  completion  of  the  “record  of 
assessments  for  state  taxes”  was  published  on  the  third  Monday  before 
tlie  first  iMonday  in  July.  Hearings  were  held  for  thri'c  weeks,  and  on 
the  first  Monday  in  duly  the  completed  tax  i‘olls.  duly  <‘(‘rtitiod.  were 
turned  ovei-  to  the  Controlhu-  for  collection  of  tin-  taxes. 

No  ad  valorem  tax  for  the  sixty-third  fiscal  year. 

The  so-called  “tax  levy  bill,”  namely,  Cluqiter  33(3  of  the  statutes  of 
1911,  jirovided  for  the  as.sessment  and  levy  of  taxes  amounting  to 
,4;1 2,404,(370.00  and  also  provided  that,  “in  the  event  that  the  taxes  so 
asses-sed”  (to  wit,  those  provided  for  by  .section  14  of  article  XIII  of 
the  (Nmstitution)  “together  with  all  available  revenues  other  than  those 
I'cvenues  required  hy  law  to  be  used  for  s})ecial  uses,  shall  not  raise  said 
sum  of  twelve  million  four  hundred  four  thousand  six  Itundred  scA'cnty 
dollars”  (.+12.4  04, (370.00)  “then  said  above  naimal  revenues  shall  be 
deemed  insufficient  to  meet  the  annual  expenditures  of  the  State  for  the 
sixty-third  fiscal  year”  * * “then  said  State  Board  of  Iviualiza- 

tion  shall”  * * * “lietween  the  first  and  second  Mondays  in  Sep- 

tember of  said  sixty-third  fiscal  year,  fix  such  an  ad  valorem  rate  of  taxa- 
tion upon  each  one  hundred  dollars  in  value  of  taxable  pi'operty.  u|)on 
all  the  property  in  the  State  of  Galifornia  not  exempt  from  taxation 
under  the  law  and  subject  to  taxation  for  state  ])urposes  on  the  seventh 
dav  of  Xovemtier  in  the  A'ear  one  thousand  nine  liundred  and  ten,  as. 
after  allowing’  five  per  cent  for  delinquencies,  will  raise  for  said  sixty- 
third  fiscal  year  the  amount  of  said  deficiency/' 

The  State  Board  of  Equalization,  finding  that  the  revenues  of  the 
State  from  the  taxes  referred  to.  together  Avith  all  other  revenues  not 
devoted  to  special  uses,  e<{ualled  and  exceeded  the  sum  of  4^12.404, h70. 00 
held  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  levy  an  ad  valorem  tax  for  general  state 
purposes,  and  no  general  state  tax  rate  Avas  fixed,  l^ut  under  tlie  pro- 
vision of  section  22  of  article  IV  of  the  Constitution  as  amended  Novem- 
ber 8,  1910,  the  Board  fixed  the  rate  for  the  special  Panama-Pacific  Ex- 
position tax  at  five  cents  on  each  $100  of  assessed  A’aluation. 

The  apparent  revenues  of  the  State  under  the  above  cited  pro\'isii>ns 
of  hiAV  Avere : 

l*ul)Iie  sorvicG  corroratiuns  taxes .SS.77et.O!Kt  40 

FnuK'liis<*  taxes 1.077,74. ► 0<» 

4r> 

Ia'ss  estimated  delinquency .>0,0tX»  Oo  Slo.4^».‘>.S40  40» 

Inheritance  taxes  (less  to  school  Itindi OtHhOOO  OO 

Corporation  license  taxes ’*^'^^**^?^**t 

Fees  Secretary  of  State ‘jsii.ooo  OO 

Automobile  licenses .»0.(MM)  (Ht 

Interest  on  state  deposits — IlHlGOO  0(» 

Tax  redeni])tions lOO.OOo  0(t 

Ih’oston.  Whittier  and  Sonoma  collections l^o.OOO  *H) 

Miscellaneous  i-».(MH»  OO 


'I'otal  i^eiieral  fund  receipts 


.S1*Jt;7^.*<40  40 
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Tota 


»llo\vin,u'  stntement  shows  in  round  nunihors  tlie  taxes  levied 
different  classes  of  corporations; 

vn  t 1,040.(K)0  00 

l\\a,\s IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 2.1,000  00 

400.000  00 

“ 102.1  M)0  (to 

,SO.O(K1  00 

.•actuc l.Oll.OOO  00 

_ - r)23.00O  00 

.•omimmos zi::::::::.  i.o7s,ooo  (m 

^ — — — — — 

$10,4i:’,,(M)0  00 
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features  in  the  administration  of  the  state  taxes. 

ssessnient  of  the  taxes  upon  the  .seven  elasse.s  of  puhlic  seivice 
ions  based  upon  gross  receipts,  presented  no  very  serious  difticul- 
le  sworn  reports  of  the  gross  receipts  made  by  the  companies 
rified  liy  reference  to  previous  reports  made  by  the  same  com- 
0 the  State  Commission  on  Revenue  and  1'axation,  by  published 
of  the  companies  made  to  the  stockholders  and  other  sources, 
tuber  of  eases,  an  examination  of  the  books  of  the  companies  by 
ccountants  was  ordered  by  the  lioard  and  made.  These  examina- 
vealed  Imt  few  inaccuracies,  due,  usually,  to  a failure  to  distin- 
early  between  the  receipts  from  ojierative  and  those  from  non- 
'0  ])i'operty,  and  the  errors  were  of  sueli  a nature  that  theii 
on  reduced  slightly  the  amount  of  taxe.s  due  the  State, 
i.ssessors,  for  the 'most  part,  succeeded  in  reaching  satisfactory 
s as  to  what  was  non-operative  and  what  was  operative  property 
mblie  service  corporations,  and  the  board  was  not  called  upon  to 
le  (except  in  a few  cases.  The  most  important  cases  as  to  opera- 
d non-operative  property  decided  by  the  board  related  to  the 
ent  of  public  service  corporations  in  Los  Angeles  city  for  the  ■ 
‘ of  computing  the  taxes  thereon  for  the  payment  of  the  interest 
ucipal  of  bonds  outstanding  prior  to  Novimiber  8,  1910.  In  these 
:ie  board  was  obliged  to  reduce  the  assessments  made  by  the  local 
ties  so  as  to  ecpialize  them  with  the  assessment  of  other  propeitv. 
i.ssessment  of  banks  raised  some  nice  (luestions,  but  presented  no 
lifficulty.  The  sworn  reports  were  carefully  checked  by  the 
to  the  United  States  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  and  to  the 
uperintendent  of  Banks. 

ass(Assment  of  the  insuramm  companies  was  made  on  the  basis  ot 
•t  liy  the  State  Insurance  Commissioner. 

rno.st  laborious  and  perplexing  yiart  of  the  work  of  the  board  con- 
n making  the  assessment  of  franchises.  Nineteen  thousand  six 
d and  thirty-five  corporations  filed  reporfs.  In  making  fhese 
lenfs  the  board  was  guided  by  the  numerous  decisions  of  the 
lie  Court,  and  mainly  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the 
of  California  vs.  San  Francisco.  Since  the  conclusion  of  the 
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assessment,  tlie  Supreme  Court  has  again  sustained  the  methods  of  as.sess- 
ment  used  in  the  case  of  the  ('ii)j  of  Los  Anueles  vs.  Western  Union  Oil 
Co>npainj,  Cal.  Dec.  Xo.  22.')0,  Vol.  42.  Oct.  27,  1911.  In  the  end  the 
board's  investigations  and  computations  reveah'd  the  existence  of  fi’an- 
chise  values  assessable  at  nearly  .$175,000,000,  by  far  the  greater  part  of 
which  had  previously  escaped  taxation. 

During  the  iirogress  of  the  assessment  numerous  ipiestions  as  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  law  arose,  some  of  which  were  referred  to  the 
Attorney  General,  who  cooperated  effectively  with  the  board,  lion.  J.  B. 
Curtin,  Tax  Commissioner  under  the  law  of  1909,  lent  valualffe  aid,  and 
the  board  also  owes  much  to  its  competent  secretary,  i\Ir.  T.  iM.  Eby, 
and  to  its  expert,  Professor  C.  C.  Plehn  of  the  University  of  California. 

Many  of  the  opinions  of  the  Attorney  General  were  oral,  Imt  the  fol- 
lowing were  in  wilting.  The  li.st  includes  two  opinions  rendered  at  the 
request  of  the  Insurance  Commissioner. 


List  of  opinions  by  the  Attorney  General,  bearing  on  the  changes  in 
the  tax  system. 

Xo.  2057.  To  A.  B.  Xye,  State  Controller.  In  re  Senate  Constitu- 
tional Amendment  Xo.  11  of  the  session  of  1909,  regarding  a.ssessment 
of  mortgages.  Dated  February  23,  1911. 

Xo.  2096.  To  the  Insurance  Commissioner.  In  rc  the  meaning  of 
‘‘return  premiums  and  reinsurance.”  Dated  i\Iay  24,  1911. 

Xo.  2097.  To  the  Insurance  Commissioner.  In  re  countv  mutual 
insurance  companies,  and  the  taxes  on  real  estate  of  insurance  companies 
in  general.  Dated  May  24,  1911. 

Xo.  2099.  To  the  State  Board  of  Equalization.  In  re  assessment  of 
banks.  Dated  iMay  25,  1911. 

Xo.  2103.  To  the  State  Board  of  Equalization.  In  re  taxation  of 
solvent  credits  secured  by  mortgage  upon  property  situate  in  another 
state.  Dated  May  26,  1911. 

Xo.  2138.  To  A.  B.  Xye,  State  Controller.  In  re  duty  of  State  Board 
of  Ecpialization  under  section  22,  article  IV,  Constitution,  as  amended 
November  8,  1910.  Dated  Augu.st  14,  1911. 

Xo.  2156.  To  A.  B.  Xye,  State  Controller.  In  re  levying  school  dis- 
trict tax.  Dated  August  28.  1911. 

Xo.  2157.  To  A.  B.  Xye,  State  Controller.  In  re  past  liond  debts. 
Dated  August  30.  1911. 

Xo.  2159.  To  A.  B.  Xye.  State  Controller.  In  re  Chapter  335. 
Statute's  1911 ; payment  by  “districts”  on  account  principal  and  interest 
of  bond  debts  existing  prior  to  Xovember  8,  1910.  Dated  August  29, 
1911. 

Xo.  2159  (continued).  To  A.  B.  Xye.  State  Controller.  In  rc  right  of 
certain  political  subdivisions  to  assess  and  tax  public  service  corpora- 
tions. Dated  August  29,  1911. 

Xo.  2161.  To  A.  B.  Xye,  State  Controller.  In  re  past  bonded  indebt- 
edness for  citv  water  Avorks.  Dated  Anaaist  30.  1911. 
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Absence  of  serious  litigation, 

Tp  to  the  present  time,  December  1,  1911,  no  cases  involving  the 
validity  of  the  State  taxes  have  been  brought  into  court,  and  the  only 
suits  wh  ch  raise  any  issues  under  the  new  law  are  several  involving  the 
right  of  cities  to  levy  license  taxes  upon  corporations  taxed  for  State 
pur})ose.‘.  Three  actions  were  brought  by  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco  to  recover  license  taxes.  Two  were  based  upon  an  ordinance 
of  the  city  and  county  imposing  a license  tax  upon  persons  engaged  in 
the  insu:  ’ance  business,  and  the  third  involved  the  collection  of  a license 
tax  froi  i the  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company.  All  three 
cases  were  tried  before  Hon.  James  j\l.  Seawell,  .judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  in  and  for  San  Francisco,  and  were  decided  in  favor  of  defendants. 

The  effe  )t  of  the  changes  on  county  revenues. 

The  board  has  compiled,  on  the  basis  of  the  statements  filed  in  October 
by  the  C'  umty  auditors  with  the  State  Controller,  as  provided  in  section 
3734  of  the  Political  Code,  three  tables,  printed  herewith,  showing  in 
detail  the  effect  of  the  changes  in  the  tax  system  upon  each  of  the 
counties  The  tables  are  confined  to  the  effect  upon  county  funds  only, 
and  include  fifty-six  counties.  Reports  from  Imperial  and  San  Benito 
counties  were  received  too  late  to  be  made  use  of. 

These  tables  show  a net  gain  to  the  county  taxpayers  aggregating 
$3,537,1  H.16.  They  show  also  that  the  countii's  are  spending,  for 
strictly  local  purposes,  in  the  aggregate  $3,403,356.55  more  than  last 
vear. 

t 

From  the  former  sum  should  be  deducted  the  amounts  necessary  to 
make  uf  losses  in  special  school,  city  and  other  taxes  occasioned  by  the 
withdra  val  of  corporate  property  from  local  taxation  as  set  forth  below. 
Part  of  the  latter  sum  comes  out  of  the  saving  which  the  county  tax- 
payers A'ould  have  made  by  the  change  in  the  tax  system  and  part  of  it 
is  additional  taxes  levied  upon  them  for  county  purposes. 

State!  in  another  way,  instead  of  sending  in  round  numbers  $9,250,- 
000.00  to  the  state  treasury,  the  county  taxpayers  have  kept  in  their 
pockets  .$3,537,121.16,  less  losses  in  special  and  city  taxes,  and  have 
$3,403,3)6.55  more  to  spend  for  county  purposes  than  was  spent  last 
year.  F urthermore,  the  State  continues  its  contributions  to  the  county 
.school,  liigh  school,  and  other  funds  on  a basis  fully  as  liberal  as  the 
old  one. 

To  persons  not  familiar  with  the  tax  laws,  the  method  of  computing 
the  effe  d of  the  changes  may  seem  complex  and  involved.  It  is  in 
reality  piite  simple,  as  may  be  shown  by  an  illustration  in  simple 
number! . 

Let  U!  suppose  that  in  a certain  county  the  total  assessed  valuation  of 
property  was  $1,000,000,  of  which  $500,000  is  inside  incorporated  cities 
and  $50  ),000  outside;  that  $100,000  is  the  amount  withdrawn  from  local 
taxation , of  which  $50,000  is  inside  incorporated  cities  and  $50,000  out- 
side the  -eof ; that  the  State  tax,  under  the  old  system,  would  have  been 


37  cents  on  each  $100,  the  county  tax  this  year  is  $1.00  insitlc  and  $1.40 
outside,  of  which  the  40  cents  is  for  the  road  tax.  It  follows  that  the 
taxpayers  who  are  now  carrying  the  county  expenses  are  assessed  for 
$900,000  ($1,000,000  less  $100,000  withdrawn).  They  would,  under  the 
old  system  have  sent  to  Sacramento  37  cents  on  each  $100  of  $900,000,  or 
.$3,330.00.  This,  under  the  new  system,  is  the  gross  saving,  as  there  is  no 
State  tax  this  year  except  the  exposition  tax,  which  we  may  ignore.  But 
they  mu.st  make  up  what  the  corporations,  under  the  old  system,  would 
have  paid  to  the  county  funds.  The  road  fund  equals  40  cents  on 
$450,000  ($500,000  being  the  total  of  all  outside  property,  less  $50,000 
withdrawn),  or  $1,800.00.  Had  the  old  system  continued,  a road  tax 
rate  of  36  cents  ($1,800.00  divided  by  $500,000)  would  have  raised  the 
same  amount,  and  the  share  thereof  paid  by  the  corporations  would  have 
been  ($50,000  at  36  cents  per  $100)  $180.00.  The  comity  raised,  for 
general  purposes,  other  than  the  road  fund  ($900,000  at  $1.00  per 
$100)  $9,000.00.  Under  the  old  system,  a tax  rate  of  90  cents  ($9,000.00 
divided  by  $1,000,000)  would  have  raised  the  same  amount.  This  90-cent 
rate  applied  to  the  withdrawn  property,  namely,  $100,000,  gives  $900.00, 
or  the  loss  in  general  county  revenues. 

We  have  thus: 


Gross  saving  by  removal  of  state  tax 00 

Less  loss  : 

In  road  taxes SI  SO  (M^ 

In  general  county  taxes 900  (X) 

i,oso  00 


Net  saving  to  county  taxpayers $2,2.'30  00 


Had  the  supervisors  decided  that  the  county  needed  more  money  this 
year  than  last,  they  could  have  levied  $2,250.00  more,  Avithout  taking 
from  their  constituents  a cent  more  than  the  same  taxpayers  paid  last 
vear  in  state  and  countv  taxes  combined.  Out  of  the  $3,330.00  Avhieh, 
under  the  old  system,  would  have  gone  to  the  State,  a large  part  would 
have  come  back  for  schools  and  other  purposes,  but  under  the  new  sys- 
tem, just  as  much  comes  down  from  Sacramento,  although  none  goes  up. 
Out  of  the  net  saving  of  $2,250.00  must  come  also  the  amount  necessary 
to  cover  the  loss  in  city  and  special  district  taxes  occasioned  by  the  with- 
drawal of  corporation  property.  It  would  be  an  extreme  case  when  this 
equaled  the  loss  in  general  county  taxes  which  Avas  in  our  illustration 
$900.00,  so  that  a substantial  saving  is  made  in  any  event. 

While  the  hypothetical  case  illustrates  the  methods,  some  actual  cases 
AA’ill  shoAV  it  still  more  clearly.  We  select,  as  an  illustration  of  a some- 
what normal  case,  Alameda  County.  The  total  assessment  roll  of  that 
county  was  $208,855,626,  of  Avhich  there  Avas  AvithdraAvn  from  local 
taxation  $21,540,959  ($17,486,220  inside  and  $4,054,739  outside), 
leaving  $187,314,667  to  carry  the  burden  of  county  taxation.  The 
supervisors  levied  for  all  county  purposes  $1,740,481.46  and  the  tax 
rates  were  89  cents  inside  and  $1.29  outside,  a reduction  of  27  cents  from 
last  year’s  rates  to  the  same  taxpayers.  This  Avas  $47,518.23  more  than 
the  countv  had  last  vear.  Under  the  old  SA^stem,  the  countv  would  haA’e 
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sent  to  8 icramento  $693,064.28,  and  tlie  same  amount  of  money  that  was 
raised  tl  is  year  for  county  purposes  would  have  been  raised  with  an 
inside  la'c  rate  of  $0.7982  and  an  outside  rate  of  $1.1258.  These  rates 
applied  1o  the  property  withdrawn  give  $185,223.26  as  the  loss  in  county 
revenues  leaving  $507,841.02  in  the  pockets  of  the  taxpayers.  With 
$47,518.13  more  in  the  county  treasury  and  $507,841.02  saved,  the  ) 

county,  is  a county,  may  he  said  to  be  $555,359.25  better  otf  for  the 
change.  Out  of  this  must  he  made  good  the  loss  in  city  and  district  ^ 

revenues,  which  is  not  so  large  in  this  county  as  in  some  others.  The 
people  ( neaning  thereby  the  majority  of  taxpayers)  in  this  county  save 
on  the  average  about  20  cents  on  each  $100  of  assessed  valuation. 

An  ill  ustration  of  a county  w'hich  loses  by  the  change,  and  in  which 
tlie  loss  IS  not  affected  by  aiiy  action  of  the  supervisors,  is  afforded  by 
Placer  County.  That  county  has,  in  the  past,  been  receiving  the  taxes 
upon  12  ^ miles  of  railroad  property  and  upon  a considerable  amount  of 
the  pro]>erty  of  power  companies,  and  the  like.  The  property  with- 
drawn amounts  to  35  per  cent  of  the  total  roll.  The  supervisors  levied 
$41,791. 10  less  taxes  than  last  year,  but  received  $36,304.00  as  reimburse- 
ment of  the  net  loss  occasioned  by  the  withdrawal  of  railroad  taxes  and 
$2,373.77  reimbursement  for  bond  taxes,  or  $38,677.77  in  all,  leaving  the 
decrease  $8,840.46.  The  county  taxpayers  would  have  sent  to  the  State  * 

$32,388.06,  but  they  had  to  make  good  $59,394.80  in  county  taxes  on 
propert withdrawn,  making  a net  loss  of  $27,006.74.  The  tax  rates,  ^ 

which  V ould  have  been  $1.41  inside  and  $1.94  outside,  were  $1.60  and 
$2.00,  respectively. 

An  il  ustration  of  a different  character,  where  the  supervisors  compli- 
cated tl  e change  bv  adding  heavily  to  the  county  tax  revenues  in  face 
of  a los5  is  afforded  bv  San  Bernardino  County.  The  supervisors  raised 
the  couitv  tax  funds' from  $513,805.56  in  1910  to  $769,772.71  in  1911, 
an  incr>  ‘ase  of  over  a quarter  of  a million  dollars  or  nearly  50  per  cent. 

The  inzrease  was  $255,967.15.  In  addition  to  that  they  received 
$52,987  00  from  the  State  as  reimbursement  of  the  net  loss  occasioned  ^ 

bv  the  vithdrawal  of  railroad  property.  This  makes  $308,954.15  more 
than  lad  year.  Out  of  this  they  expended  $130,452.41  to  reimburse 
district!  which  lost,  leaving  a net  increase  in  county  funds  of  ^ 

$178,501.14.  San  Bernardino  County  has  658  miles  of  railroads  upon 
which  she  has  been  lewvdng  taxes  in  the  past.  The  total  property  with- 
drawn s nearlv  33  per  cent  of  the  total  roll.  So,  although  the  people 
do  not  send  the  $130,418.82  to  the  State  which  they  would  have  done 
under  Ihe  old  system,  they  have  to  make  good  $263,153.95  loss  in  county 
revenm  s.  including  the  share  the  corporations  would  have  paid  of  the 
$178  50174  of  new  taxes  levied  by  the  supervisors.  This  leaves  a net 
loss  to  ■ he  taxpayers  of  $132,735.13.  But  this  amount  and  the  difference 
between  that  and  $178,501.74  have  pas.sed  into  the  county  treasury. 

The  increase  in  county  tax  rates  which  would  have  been,  under  the  old 
.svstem  $1.78  inside  and  $1.93  outside  this  year,  as  against  $1.10  and 
$1  55  1 espectivelv  last  year,  shows  exactly  how  much  the  increase  m 
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TAHMO  I. 


wui„l„,m,  from,  C.unl,, 


h'or  thr  Vrny-  UU  f 


A.sscfisfd  ValnntUniH  a.s  tjivfu  on  Cnunti/  Holla. 


Total  Hss(*ssinent 
roll  KUl. 
in<UU(linff  prop- 
erty wltlulrawn 
from  comity 
taxation. 


l*rop('rly  w UhdraHii  from  county  taxation. 


$208,855, fi2f, 



5,9/5.05!) 

C Hv<>rVv' 2;r906,915 

( o 

Del  89.700.914 

Ki  ].or  a S,-;:::- 

Glenn  ir’n 

Humboldt  " 99710741! 

- Xortnori 

Kern  5,760,908 

KinL*« 65,843.625 

I m vV 14,283,944 

MHdor"'’  607,182,912 

5 nrin  11.126,564 

Marnosa 20,285.611- 

MeroPd  15,616.974 

5 odoP  22.274.588 

Mono  «-^«»-434 

Monterev 1,835,065 

Naim  31,092,196 

Nevada  


Inyo  ' ■ 

Kern  

Kings  II.II  I I 

Lake  IIII  ' ' 

l.assen  


11.126,564 

20,285.611- 

3,479,435 

15,616.974 

22.274.588 

6,488.434 

1,335,065 

31,092.196 

17.210,3,55 

8,173,371 


I‘orccnt;u;c  of 
incroa.sc  over 
( Dec'rease 
In  italic.s. ) 


LH2 

0.22 

1.72 

4.71 

1.57 
1 .89 

12.15 

]()..*]() 

().52 

8.2(1 

18.20 

1.95 

17.45 

25.77 

8.58 
0.44 
.ros 

14.26 

4.74 

2.92 

39.68 

0.  ;,9 
6.61 
4.04 
O.U 
9.66 
3.13 
1 .87 


Inside  incorpo- 

(Mitside  IncoriM)- 

ratetl  cities. 

^ rated  cities. 

{Including  rail- 

1  (Tncluding  rail-  | 

roads  assessed 

1 roads  assessed 

li.v  state  Hoard 

liy  State  Board  1 

of  K<(Ualization. ) 

of  Kqiialization. ) 

1 i 

$17,486,220  : 

$4, ■0.54.739 

1 Nont*  i 

88, .56,5 

i 21,029  1 

742.-170  , 

477,626 

None 

121,878 

1.379,262 

14,446 

106,832 

1,807,383 

17.5,671 

7!)3,.858 

157,6,53 

1,.‘K'1,458 

282,887 

2,430 

10,653 

67,520,088 

118,241 

629,168 

None 

278,3.56 

449,582 


None 

.509„329 

514,801 

217,118 


4. 646. . 3. 32 
6.37,112 

1. 065..  595 
4,283,412 

8,018 

947,6,30 

7,386,039 

1..  591.494 
766,9.59 

1.499,745 

10,779,345 

1,816,677 

4,0.50 

1,140,030 

22,768,119 

2,41,5,178 

1,58.3,818 

287,120 

1.17,3,8.55 

3,725,972 

225,965 

82,600 

.3.726,421 

1.676. . 549 

1..  534. 688 


Total  "ill”  iiiiil 
"oiit"  (sum  of 
two  iii'ecodlng 
columns). 


,$21,540,9.59 

88,565 

76.3,499 

.5,12.3,9.58 

637,112 

1,187,47.3 

5,662,674 

22,464 

1.0. 54.462 
9,193,422 
1.767,16.5 

1..  560.3 17 

1.657.. 398 
12,080,803 

2,099,564 

6,480 

1,1.50,683 

!)0,288,207 

2.. 5.3.3.419 
2,212.986 

287,120 

1,4.52,211 

4.175.. 5.54 
2.30,008 

82,600 

4.23.5,7.50 

2. 191..  3.50 
1,751,806 


I’orcentajfe 
of  property 
witlidrawn. 


10.30 

16..52 


21.44 


8.70 

14.26 

0.47 

16.15 


11.80 

5.25 

28.75 

18..33 

14.70 

0.18 

16.46 

14.87 

22.77 

10.91 

8.25 
7.52 

18.7.5 

3.55 

6.14 

13.62 

1.3.13 

21.43 


liiilance  subject 
to  county 
ta.X!ition. 


$187,314,667 

447,254 

5,213,160 

18.782,9.55 

6,006,875 

12,4.38,864 

34.0. 38.240 
4,790,423 
5,-4/3,980 

61.42.3.. 313 
14,177,184 

28.1.56.426 

4.106.. 510 
5.3,762,822 

12.184.. 380 
.3,65.5,627 
.5,840.815 

516,894,705 
8.  .59.3, 145 
18,072.625 
■3,192,315 
14,164,763 

18.099.0. 34 

6.2.58.426 
1,2.52,465 

26.856,446 

15,019,005 

6. 121. . 565 


Orange  

35, .593, 063 

16..33 

1,821,927 

.3.765,826 

5,587,753 

15.70 

30,005,310 

Placer  

1,3.48.3,349 

1.56 

443,316 

4,286,.50,3 

4.729,819 

35.08 

8,753,530 

Plumas - 

7,161,719 

5.67 

None 

1,745,789 

1,745,789 

24.38 

5,415,930 

Riverside  

29,079,084 

8.00 

1,182,912 

4,772,542 

5.955,454 

20.48 

23.123,630 

Sacramento  

78,296,179 

27.00 

4,640„587 

4.242,.585 

8,883,172 

11.35 

69,413,007 

San  Benito  

San  Bernardino  

No  report. 
52,534,289 

5.29 

2,378,874 

14,907,084 

17,285,958 

32.90 

35,248,331 

San  Diego 

.5.3,7.3.5,875 

21.59 

2,016,201 

1.791,427 

3,ai7,628 

7.09 

49,928,247 

San  Francisco  

.54,5,405,664 

5.28 

8!1„549,883 

None 

8.3.&49,883 

15.31 

461.855,781 

San  Joaquin  

.56.128,417 

20.48 

2„551,116 

5,9.50,687 

8,501,803 

15.15 

47,626,614 

San  lAiis  Obispo _ 

20,048,951 

9.64 

562,793 

2,131,936 

2,694.729 

13.44 

17,.354,222 

San  Mateo 

.30..346.078 

10.54 

.580,1.53 

1,4.59,7,39 

2.0.39,892 

6.72 

28,306,186 

Santa  Barbara  

32,366,  .5,31 

3.74 

1.387,5.57 

3.  .5.59, 194 

4,946,751 

1 5.28 

27.419,780 

Santa  Clara  — 

76,283,890 

4.29 

3,737,661 

3,1.33,.561 

6,871,225 

9.00 

69,412,665 

Santa  Cruz  

19,819,096 

11.23 

745,115 

1,353,726 

2.09.8,841 

10..59 

17,720,255 

Shasta  

18.  .503,421 

15.12 

3.30,034 

5,489,183 

5,819,217 

31.45 

12,684,204 

Sierra  

2,.381,.360 

2M 

71,576 

143,934 

215,510 

9.05 

2,165,850 

Siskiyou  - 

18,548, .321 

7.26 

402,130 

3,708,921 

4,111,051 

22.16 

14,4.37,270 

Solano  

2,3,718,764 

3.92 

(>45,110 

2,077,146 

2,722,2.56 

11.48 

20.996,508 

Sonoma  

39,1,35,501 

6.28 

749,428 

3,334,823 

4,084,251 

10.44 

35,051,250 

Stanislaus  

2.5,804,014 

7.17 

527,623 

3,062,286 

3.589,!H)9 

13.91 

22.214,105 

Sutter  - 

8„58.3,8.56 

5.14 

71,272 

1,57.5,964 

1,&47,2.36 

19.19 

6,936,620 

Tehama  

1 4,457, 9t)8 

4.03 

301,098 

1,964,6,35 

2,265,733 

15.67 

12,192,235 

I'rinitv  

3,021,775 

4.77 

None 

43,139 

43,139 

1 .43 

2.978,636 

Tulare  __ _ --  

44,672,734 

19.30 

649,991 

5,.593.978 

6.243,969 

14.20 

38,428,765 

Tuolumne  

9,0.34,813 

6.48 

12,198 

1,3,58,140 

1,370,338 

15.17 

7.661,475 

Ventura  

26,477,131 

,3.,52 

511,017 

2,9()9,01l 

3,480.028 

13.11 

22.997,103 

Yolo  

23,670,6!)8 

16..38 

f)82,175 

4,820,987 

5,503.162 

23.25 

18.167,.536 

Yuba  

8, .520.442 

8.94 

.577,421 

1,484,546 

2,061,967 

21.20 

6,458,475 

Totals  

,$2,,584,487,981 

9.8 

$205,.508,683 

$171,38,5.789 

$376,894,472 

. 11.58 

$2,207,.593,509 

tarlk  ji. 


Tax  Rates  and  County  Revenues  from  Taxation  1910  and  ton. 


Alaincdn 

A 1 pi no 

Aniadoi'  

Hutto 

Cniavoras 

Colusa  

Contra  Costa 
Del  Norto  ___ 
El  Dora<lo 

Fresno  

Glenn 

Humboldt  ___ 

Iin})orial  

Jnyo  

Kern  

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

Los  Angeles  . 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino 

Merced 

Modoc 

Mono  

Monterey  

Napa  ___* 

Nevada  

Orange  

Placer  

Plumas 

Kiverside  

Sacramento  .. 


ion. 


bisldc. 


,89 


o 


1.8 
1 .85 


1.05 
1.05 
1.20 
1 .55 
1.11 
1 .25 
1.25 
1.05 
1.55 
.80 
.95 
1.55 
1.35 
.60 
1.85 
1.05 


1.35 

1.50 

1.20 


1.00 

1.25 

1.85 

1.05 

1.60 


1.45 

1.19 


[, 

tax  rates  1910. 

Outsido. 

' Inside. 

1 

1 

Outside. 

1.29 

1.16 

1..56 

1.95 

2.20 

2.04 

1 .43 

1.85 

2.25 

1.60 

2.00 

2.00 

2.00 

1.70 

1.65 

1.30 

1.45 

1.25 

1.65 

. 1.70 

1.25 

1.75 

1.95 

1.72 

2.10 

1.51 

1.20 

1 1..58 

1.65 

1.90 

! 2.30 

1.85 

1.40 

2.00 

1.65 

1.30 

1.90  . 

1.95 

1.83 

2.10 

1.15 

.95 

1.30 

1.55 

1.15 

1.55 

2.10 

1.75 

2.25 

1.95 

1.60 

2.00 

1.20 

.90 

1.50 

2.25 

1.45 

1.80 

1.45 

1.15 

1.55 

1.65 

2.50 

1.95 

1.50 

1.90 

2.10 

1.45 

2.00 

1.55 

1.35 

1.65 

1.95 

2.50 

1.50 

1.25 

1.70 

1.65 

1.32  i 

1.68 

2.35 

2.00  , 

2.50 

1.45 

1.20  , 

1.60 

2.00 

1.60  ! 

2.00 

1.55 

1 

1.80 

2.05 

1.20  I 

1.80 

1.64 

1.53 

2.00 

County  tii.xcs. 


1911. 


$1,740,481  46 
8,721  45 
105,200  23 
405,345  82 
124,538  20 
199,857  97 
446,184  52 
79,661  84 
103,722  67 
864,091  10 
226,886  87 
472,631  21 


77,683 

590,751 

176,888 

74,117 

111,837 

3,642,171 

190,072 

219,123 

52,673 

260,866 

369,495 

95,846 

24,423 

367,731 

225,390 

140,901 

391,114 

165,650 

83,941 

401,610 

947,335 


87 

99 

05 

97 

21 

69' 

91 

89 

19 

10“ 

35 

68 

07 

83 

21 

75 

53 

40 

91 

16- 

OS 


‘S. 

Increase  or  Decrease 
in  county  tax 
revenues. 

Iteimlmrsernent 
for  bond  taxes  on 
prorierty  wltlidrawn. 
(U)unty  Imnds  only. 

uuo. 

(Decrease  in  italics.) 

$1,692,963  23 

$47,518  23 

9,404  55 

6S3  JO 

8.5,418  58 

19,781  65 

357,821  57 
107,729  91 

47, ,524  25 
16,808  29 

X 

►— 

w 

K 

176,074  .36 

2.3,783  61 

41.3,440  51 
.59,227  84 

.32,744  01 
20,437  00 

$835  16 

> 

r 

104,130  28 

m GJ 

741, ,599  88 

122,491  22 

269,0,59  19 
428,645  69 
172,708  08 

J,2,m  32 

4,3,985  52 

422  94 

c 

84,090  20 

33 

472,073  89 
148,757  84 

118,678  1 0 
28,1,30  21 

7,727  76 

H 

66,875  17 
118,816  35 

7,242  80 

G,Jf79  JJ, 

6 99 

3,420,645  JK) 

221, ,525  79 

150,4.36  27 

39,6.36  61 

196,815  29 
53,500  92 

22,308  60 

827  73 

4,868  57 

231,766  86 
334,230  57 
78,609  65 

29,099  24 
35,264  78 
17,2,37  03 

502  44 
1„59.3  25 

29,001  99 

L'178  92 

353,558  75 

14,173  08 

200,462  99 

24,927  22 

162,.328  49 

335,829  49 
207,441  80 
98,075  47 
315,371  41 
846,864  72 

55,285  04 
■'ll, 791  >,0 
oO 

86,238  75 
100,470  36 

1,130  29 
2,37,3  77 
3,043  60 
1,161  20 
11,24,3  66 

San  Benito 

San  Bernardino  

San  Diego 

San  Francisco 

San  Joa<]uiu 

San  Luis  Obispo 

San  Mateo  

Santa  Barbara  

Santa  Clara  

Santa  Cruz  

Shasta 

Sierra  

Siskiyou 

Solano  

Sonoma  

Stanislaus  

Sutter  

Tehama  

Trinity  

Tulare 

Tuolumne  

Ventura  

Yolo  

Yuba  


Totals 


1 07 

1 

1 6*2 

1 Qt; 

120,823  76 

Y.JLl 

1.95 

J.  .Do 

2.40 

1.10 

1.55 

769,772  7C 

513,805  56 

255,967  15 

1.35 

1.95 

1.40 

2.00 

734,002  7,3‘ 

519,966  01 

214,036  72 

2 00 

2.00 

9,237,527  81 

8,488,984  26 

748,543  55 

i 1.25 

1.65  ' 

1.25 

1.615 

707,509  02 

519,949  09 

187,559  93 

: 1.46 

2.06 

1.44 

1.84 

339,583  52 

255.929  70 

83.653  82 

1.20 

1.80 

1.12 

1.62 

446,622  27 

297,063  25 

149,559  02 

1 

1.35 

1.75  : 

1.45 

1.80 

441,523  79 

414,605  94 

26,917  85 

' .90 

1.30 

1.12 

1.52 

773,232  79 

723,740  17 

49,492  62 

1 1.45 

2.05 

1.25 

1.65 

304,246  39 

192,560  29 

111,686  10 

1.65 

2.C5 

1.35 

1.75 

252,282  OF 

216,398  65 

35,88.3  36 

1.50 

2.00 

2.00 

2.50 

41,164  70 

49,492  54 

8,327  8) 

1 .45 

1.85 

1.15 

1.55 

259,298  38 

202,484  15 

56.814  23 

1.20 

1.60 

1.45 

1.85 

.310,123  83 

312,668  20 

37 

1.15 

1.55 

1.30 

1.70 

501,191  46 

453..390  24 

47,801  21 

1.40 

1.80 

1.25 

1.65 

385,000  45 

297,837  66 

87.162  79 

' 1.05 

1.45 

1.30 

1.70 

98,622  53 

107,781  18 

9J38  63 

1.97 

2.35 

1.57 

1.95 

277,611  38 

212,706  17 

64,905  21 

! 2.55 

1 • 

2.25 

75,955  21 

54,709  95 

21,245  26 

' "Lb5‘ 

1.65 

1.10 

1.55 

601,199  78 

423,005  28 

178,194  50 

I 1 .40 

1.90 

1.45 

1.95 

140„385  65 

' 130,320  50 

10,065  15 

1 35 

1.65 

1.45 

1.80 

368,124  98 

355,158  17 

12,966  81 

1.15 

1 .75 

i 1.20 

1.60 

304,084  OO'’ 

239,004  50 

65,079  50 

.■  1.95 

2.35 

2.20 

2.60 

141,913  96 

162,445  91 

20,331  93 

- 

1 

,$30,897,933  53 

$27,494,576  98 

$3,403,356  55 

'In<lu(les  $374,000  (cstinuited)  to  reimburse  di.stricts. 
includes  $48,330  to  reimburse  districts. 

Mneiudes  $]  30,452.41  to  reimlturse  district.s. 

Onciudes  $28,400.67  to  reimiturso  districts. 

‘inciudes  $16,488.07  to  rcimljurse  districts. 

'■includes  $3,406.31  to  reimburse  districts. 

•Includes  $13,400.00  to  rcimlnirse  district.s. 


6,347  31 
126,288  37 
2.546  70 
265  44 
1,986  5:1 

560  87 


2,476  55 
1,870  76 


'rAHLIO  III.  (iatn  nr  Loss  hii  Cntnifirs.  ^’rf^r  lUU. 


Alainoda  

Alpiiio 

Amador 

Butte  

Calaveras 

Colusa  

Contra  Costa 

Del  Norte 

El  Dorado 

Fresno  

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Imperial  

Inyo 

Kern 

Kings  

Lake  

Lassen 

Los  Angeles  _ 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino  ___ 

Merced  

Modoc 

Mono 

Monterey  

Napa  

Nevada  

Orange  


’ iiW  ill  C(Ui- 

iv(‘  liix  rate  of 
rifs.  Or  jjross 
tr  to  taxpiiy(M-s 
m tlm  eounty 
rolls. 

I'nM.sInictive  eoiiiity 
tax  rat«*s.  That  Is. 
tlie  rates  wlileh 
under  tlie  oM  sys- 
ttMiis  would  have 
raised  fills  year’s 
rovouues. 

Cimuty  tiixes  lost 
on  propeity  witli- 
drawn.  Computed 
at  rides  in  tlie 
preis'dinn  oolnmu. 

.Net  stniuK  nr  loss 
to  (MMinty  taxpayers. 
(Loss  In  italies. ) 

.^aviuK  plus  iueroas« 
levtumos.  'riuit  is.  t 
.sum  of  the  inerease 
county  fimd.s  and  of 
saviu^^  to  taxpayo^^ 
fUecrrsise  in  italics. 

i 

1 

Inside. 

Outside. 

$6'j:i,064  28 

.7982 

1 .1258 

.$185,223  26 

$507,841  02 

$.5.55,3,59  25 

1,654  84 

1.6277 

1,441  57 

213  27 

1,69  83 

19,288  82 

1 .6137 

1.7773 

13,535  26 

5,753  06 

25,534  71 

69,496  93 

1 .4531 

1.7,561 

88,536  06 

119,039  13 

28,485  12 

22,225  44 

1.8750 

11,945  85 

10,279  59 

27,087  88 

46,023  80 

.9585 

1.5078 

17,235  24 

28,788  56 

52,572  17 

125,941  49 

.9002 

1 .2355 

65,337  68 

60,603  81 

94,182  98 ‘ 

17,724  57 

1.1944 

1.6935 

308  32 

17,416  25 

37,853  25 

20,253  73 

1.2781 

1.6112 

16,633  63 

.3,620  10 

3,212  49 

227,266  26 

.9655 

1.3097 

114,185  23 

113,081  03 

235,572  25 

52,455  58 

1.1115 

1.4662 

25,287  07 

27,168  51 

1J,,580  87' 

104,178  78 
report. 

1.1844 

1.7624 

22,913  42 

81,265  36 

125,250  88 

15,190  38 

1.1043 

1..3845 

22.. 504  93 

13,720  88  2 

198,922  44 

.6184 

.9423 

109,621  98 

89,300  46 

215,706  321 

45,082  21 

.8104 

1.3196 

26,265  ,39 

18,816  82 

46,917  03 

13,525  82 

1.-5473 

2.0966 

122  51 

13,403  31 

20,653  10 

21,611  01 

1.1278 

1.6247 

18,642  21 

2,968  80 

3,510  31, 

1,912,510  41 

.5108 

.9898 

570,251  45 

1,342,258  96 

1,189,784  75» 

31,794  64 

1.4288 

1.7340 

43,568  62 

nj73  98 

30,340  66- 

66,868  71 

.9092 

1.2474 

2.5,476  95 

41,. 391  76 

68,568  93^ 

11,811  57 

1.5139 

4,346  71 

7,464  86 

6,637  13 

52,409  62 

1.2245 

1.7694 

24,178  66 

28,230  96 

54,, 336  a3' 

66,966  43 

1.2188 

1.7074 

69,096  76 

2,130  33 

34,727  70' 

23,1.56  18 

1.1575 

1.4946 

3,424  07 

19,732  11 

.36,969  14 

4,634  12 

1.8293 

1,511  00 

.3.123  12 

1,1,55  80 

99,368  85 

.8638 

1.2847 

.52,272  91 

47,095  94 

61,269  02 

55,570  32 

1.0908 

1.4303 

29,595  13 

2,5,975  19 

50,902  61 

23,7.59  79 

1.4535 

1.8246 

31,157  73 

7,-197  9Jt 

22,963  68- 

111,019  65 

.7869 

1.1208 

56,544  1 2 

54,475  .53 

110,890  86' 

Placer  

Plumas 

Riverside  

^ Sacramento 

I San  Benito 

^ San  Bernardino 

^ San  Diego 

San  Francisco 

San  Joaquin 

San  Luis  Obispo 

San  Mateo 

Santa  Barbara  . 

Santa  Clara 

Santa  Cruz 

Shasta  

Sierra  

Siskiyou  

Solano  

Sonoma  

Stanislaus 

Sutter  

Tehama  

Trinity 

Tulare 

Tuolumne 

Ventura  

Yolo 

Yuba 


Totals 


32,388  06 

1.0387 

1.2782 

59,394  80 

27,006  71, 

30,120  37  ' 2 s 

20,038  94 

1.1721 

20,462  39 

m -45 

11,513  1,1^ 

85,557  43 

1.1530 

1.5720 

88,663  34 

3,105  91 

35.955  04'  == 

256,828  13 

1.0550 

1.4438 

110,212  63 

146,615  50 

258,329  52' 

No  report. 
130,418  82 

1.3084 

1.5565 

263,153  95 

132.735  13 

45,766  6U  3 

184,734  51 

1.2543 

1.7631 

56,873  86 

127,860  65 

319,745  01'  * 

1,708,866  39 

1.6937 

1,415,084  37 

293,782  02 

1,168.613  94' 

176,218  47 

1.0607 

1.3907 

109,815  89 

66.402  58 

256.  .509  21' 

64,210  62 

1.4071 

1.7575 

45,387  84 

18,822  78 

102,742  04' 

104,732  88 

1.1193 

1.67,39 

30,928  22 

73,804  66 

225.350  21' 

101,453  19 

1.1437 

1.4772 

68,445  90 

33,007  29 

59,925  14 

256,826  86 

.8189 

1.1878 

67,828  16 

188,998  70 

239,052  19' 

65,564  94 

1.2964 

1.8085 

34,141  80 

31,423  14 

143,109  24 

46,931  55 

1.1311 

1.3959 

80,051  13 

33,119  58 

lo.nat) 

8,013  65 

1.3643 

1.8260 

3,604  74 

4,408  91 

3,918  93 

53,417  90 

1.1286 

1.4370 

57,835  63 

L^d7  73 

57,441  .50^ 

77,687  08 

1.0623 

1.4123 

■36,188  53 

41,498  55 

41,430  73' 

1 129,689  62 

1.0300 

1.3821 

53,809  70 

75,879  92 

125.551  90' 

82,192  19 

1.2052 

1..5485 

53,778  41 

28,413  78 

115,576  57 

25,665  49 

.8485 

1.1699 

19,041  94 

6,623  55 

2,535  10 

45.111  27 

1.6613 

1.9781 

4.3,864  58 

1,246  69 

66.151  90 

11,020  95 

2.5140 

108  45 

10,912  50 

32,157  76 

142,186  43 

.9893 

1.4135 

85,501  23 

56.685  20 

2,34.879  70 

28,358  56 

1.1876 

1.6024 

21,907  70 

6,450  86 

16,516  01 

85,089  28 

1.1726 

1.4325 

48,523  26 

36,566  02 

49,532  83 

67,219  89 

.8826 

1.3280 

70,043  59 

2,823  70 

45,766  83» 

23,896  36 

1.4781 

1.7934 

35,158  71 

11,262  35 

21,, 622  SO- 

$8,168,095  63 

$4,630,974  47 

$3,537,121  16 

$6,612,882  97 

^Receives  reimbursement  for  bond  taxes.  See  last  column  of  Table  II. 

^Receives  a bonus  from  the  State.  Imperial  $21,054,  Madera  $2,478,  Nevada  $5,861,  Placer  $36,301,  San  Bernardino  $52,987,  Siskiyou  $5,015, 
Yuba  $7,172. 

^The  entry  makes  due  allowance  for  money  raised  to  reimbur.se  district.s.  Sec  foot  notes  on  Table  II. 


SPECIAL  REPORT  ON  TAXATION.  SPECIAL  REPORT  ON  TAXATION. 


SPECIAL  KET’OKT  OX  TAXATION. 


Lossi  !S  by  districts. 

Tip  law  provides  (section  32  of  (,'hapter  330)  that  “the  lioards  of 
siipe  ‘visors  of  each  county  shall  in  the  month  ot‘  September  of  each  year 
deteimine  the  amount  of  loss  to  each  district  in  the  county  where  loss  is 
oceasioned  in  such  district  hv  the  withdrawal  from  local  taxation  ot‘ 
property  taxed  for  State  ])iirposes  only,  and  in  the  month  of  December 
next  1 hereafter  shall  reimburse  such  district  f)om  the  general  funds  of 
the  (ountv  for  one  half  of  such  loss,  and  in  the  month  of  JMav  next 
ihenafter  shall  reimburse  such  district  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
conn  y for  the  remaining  one  half  of  such  loss.” 

So  far  as  reported  only  seven  counties  followed  this  plan  literally — 
t hev  wer(‘ : 

I os  Anuelos.  which  reimbursed  districts  to  tlie  anunmt  of  (est. ) 00 

^ Mendocino,  which  reimbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of ol 

1 iverside.  which  reimbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of 4S.:>80  00 

in  Ihn*nardiiu),  which  reimbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of 1.40.4b:!  41 

Sin  Die.u'o.  wliich  reimbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of 2S.44i)  t>7 

Miasta.  which  reimbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of 14.400  00 

^ oh),  which  ndmbursed  districts  to  the  amount  of- 10.44S  07 

Bi  t other  counties  may  have  done  as  the  auditor  of  Madera  reports 
his  ( ounty  to  have  done,  namely,  raised  the  general  rates  enough  to 
i-eim  mrse  districts. 

Fi  11  data  conceridng  the  etfeet  of  the  new  tax  system  upon  each  of 
the  tiiousands  of  districts,  school,  road  and  other,  are  not  available  and 
the  c tllection  thereof  would  he  a very  tedious  and  expensive  task. 

In  most  cases  it  is  safe  to  assume  that  the  losses  are  small,  and,  in  not 
a ffu'  cases,  thev  will  he  covered  bv  the  reimbursements  for  bond  taxes. 

In  some  counties  with  long  stretches  of  railroad  lines,  school  districts 
have  been  so  laid  out  as  to  include  as  much  railroad  property  as  ])ossible. 
Thes3  “.shoe  .string”  di.stricts  therefore  sometimes  lose  heavily,  and  have 
to  bt  helped  out  by  the  other  parts  of  the  county.  A careful  study  has 
been  made  of  Riverside  County.  That  county.  San  Bernardino  and  San 
Dieg ) present  this  curious  feature  most  frequently.  Thus,  for  example, 
in  tl  e school  district  of  Mecca,  there  was  $786,600  worth  of  taxable 
propn-ty  of  which  $570,710  was  withdrawn,  being  presumably  railroad 
prop3rty.  In  the  school  district  of  Banning  out  of  $918,202,  $539,217 
was  withdrawn.  The  table  which  follows  shows  just  how  each  school 
dis1r  ct  in  Riverside  County  is  affected.  It  shows  that  36  districts 
gaim  d,  in  the  aggregate,  $23,591.59,  Avhile  25  districts  lost,  in  the  aggre- 
gate. $56,403.79,  and  that  the  net  loss  was  $32,812.20,  county,  city, 
scho(  1,  road,  and  all  general,  special  and  other  taxes  being  considered. 
It  shows  also  that  the  district  taxes  lost  amounted  to  $35,811.69.  The 
conn  y board  of  supervisors,  however,  generously  reimbursed  these  dis- 
trict! in  the  sum  of  $48,339.00.  or  $12,527.31  in  excess  of  the  actual  loss. 


SPECIAL  KEPOKT  (3N  TAXATION. 

Utcrrsi<Ir  ('t)uiitif — (Jain  or  Loss  bi/  School  Districts,  Cities  IneJudetL 


Share  of  | 

1 

State  tax 

Hond  tax  county  tax 

Oistiict  or 

X«*t  saving 

saved. 

roimburseii.  lost.  j 

city  tax  lost. 

or  loss. 

Alamos  _ - 

,1vkt8  18  1 

None  None 

None 

.$3:38  19  - 

Alvord  

l,7:i()  47 

.$:480  79  .$2,137  84 

$6.32  10 

658  68— 

Antelope  

204  15  ! 

None  5 90 

18 

198  07  + 

Aiilmrndale  - _ 

(>U  11 

None  359  17 

10  05 

261  89- 

Bii  lining _ 

1.4II‘2  ‘24 

911  48  8.476  49 

1.2-24  02 

7.:386  79- 

iieauinont  

1,784  64 

781  05  :4,3;44  13 

2,209  60 

2,978  04- 

Benedict  

376  79 

149  83  1,177  a5 

107  88 

758  91  - 

Blythe  

7.5.5  ‘24 

None  17  61 

5 01 

732  62- 

Coachella  

708  64 

419  93  1,435  06 

463  6.5 

770  14- 

Corona  

6..505  64 

,542  88  ' 1,154  13 

2,5.55  60 

3.338  79 

Cottonwood  

P28  .54 

None  ‘ 9 75 

30 

118  49+ 

Desert  

595  34 

None  j 9,145  58 

62  83 

8,613  07- 

Diamond  

347  76 

Inch  Hemet  ‘ 10  93 

5 17 

331  66+ 

East  Vale 

1.U21  14 

None  i 11  95 

35 

1,008  84+ 

Elsinore  _ _ 

801  33 

None  i 3.538  57 

703  .34 

3,440  58- 

Ethanac  > — - _ 

615  16 

Inch  Perris  800  90 

;354  91 

540  65— 

Ferndale  -- 

• 131  24 

None  None 

None 

i:31  24 

Florida  

787  36 

Incl.  Ilcmet  ! 13  52 

6 42 

767  42+ 

Fruitvale  . 

312  93 

Incl.  Hemet  ; 2 67 

1 27 

308  99-1- 

Glenavon  

UI44  82 

None  1 690  99 

224  40 

1-29  43  + 

Gideon  Avenm*  - 

172  46 

None  ' None 

None 

172  16 

Harmony  _ __ 

341  77 

Inch  Hemet  706  60 

302  42 

667  25- 

Hemet  __  _ ---  - --  — 

3,211  86 

102  55  1.297  14 

958  0/ 

1,0,59  ‘20+ 

High^^^rove  - - _ _ — 

2,444  81 

12  .35  1.948  61 

574  05  ; 

65  50— 

Hvatt  

209  81 

None  None 

None  1 

209  81-^ 

Indio  __  

997  8.5 

None  ' 4,068  67 

4‘22  65 

3,493  47- 

Jurui»a  Heights 

.599  42 

None  426  40 

104  54 

68  48  ' 

Kenworthy  _ - _ 

461  39 

None  12  58 

40 

448  41- 

Lake  - — - _ - 

350  30 

None  473  78 

107  45 

230  93- 

Lakeview  _ 

906  33 

Incl.  Perris  109  65 

693  91 

102  74 

Little  l.ake 

1,013  13 

34  1 10 

1 05 

1,011  :32  + 

Mecca  - - 

798  79 

None  8,971  56 

187  76 

8,:360  53- 

Manifce 1 

457  97 

None  None 

None  1 

45  / 97 -t- 

Midland — 

1,205  18 

None  2,511  16 

.53  51  1 

1,.3.59  49- 

Moreno  _ - 

498  67 

None  2 83 

09  ; 

495  75 

Murietta  - - 

1.160  97 

None  1,773  75 

182  ,56  ; 

795  34- 

Olive 

174  47 

None  None 

None  ’ 

174  47+ 

Paloma  

256  95 

None  3 54 

11  i 

‘253  :30- 

Palo  Verde  

116  18 

None  3,874  24 

13  06 

3.771  12- 

Perris - 

1,431  36 

:428  58  ! 3,429  .56 

1.300  71 

2,970  3;i- 

Prado  --  

220  67 

None  i 1,035  54 

15  68 

m)  55- 

Pujol 

515  15 

None  971  86 

21  .39 

478  10- 

Ramona _ _ 

338  27 

None  1 9 51 

30 

328  46  - 

Rannela  _ - 

76  42 

None  None 

None 

76  42- 

Rawson  _ 

.58  50 

None  None 

None 

58  50  + 

Rincon 

243  15 

None  465  7* 

10  19 

■>:32  81- 

Riverside  (citv)  __ 

36,089  31 

808  85  11.247  76 

19,800  66 

5,849  t4  + 

Rugby  _ 

362  79 

None  226  19 

6 27 

130  33- 

San  Ignacio 

329  60 

Nona  12  10 

3 82  ' 

313  68- 

San  Jacinto  __ 

2.253  50 

.53  51  727  80 

1,168  20  ! 

411  01 

San  Timoteo 

653  07 

1;10  .38  4.099  30 

105  :35 

3,421  20- 

Schneider _ 

1.040  18 

101  17  1,223  :16 

591  21 

673  22- 

Temecula - _ 

298  46 

None  234  56 

62  97 

93+ 

Temescal  

3:43  30 

None  6-3  67 

1 94 

•267  69+ 

Thermal  - _ 

876  88 

220  28  2.164  28 

461  49 

1..5‘28  61- 

Trujillo  

217  25 

‘28  7 47 

1 93 

208  13- 

Union  (Joint) 

1.099  38 

None  999  89 

2.620  00 

73  29+ 

Wildoinar 

391  77 

None  1,835  77 

27  79 

1.471  79- 

Willow  Glen 

7 69 

None  None 

None 

7 69+ 

Winchester  

473  58 

None  1.351  51 

25  76 

906  69- 

West  Riverside  

2,646  09 

None  50  02 

11  09 

2.,584  98' 

County  Court  House 

hon’ds 

1,161  20  

1,161  20- 

$85,557  40 

,$6,105  45  $88,663  37 

.$:i.5.811  69 

$56,403  79- 

23,.591  59 

l.oss 

$32,812  20 

LH) 
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The  effect  on  city  taxpayers. 

Fo'"  city  taxpayers  there  should  be  deducted  in  most  cases  from  their 
sliare  of  the  savings  shown  in  the  counly  tallies  the  amounts  of  the  loss 
in  cily  taxes  (or  the  same  should  be  added  when  the  county  shows  a 
loss).  Sometimes,  however,  taxpayers  in  a city  gain  when  the  county 
as  a whole  loses.  This  is  illustrated  in  the  example  given  above  for 
Riveiside  county  where  it  is  shown  that  the  taxpayers  in  the  city  save 
>r^o,41 5.63. 

Tims  while,  on  the  county  rolls,  Los  Angeles  taxpayers  save  $1,189,- 
784.75  there  will  come  out  of  that  a considerable  amount  to  cover  the 
losses  in  city  revenues.  Data  for  a complete  estimate  of  this  are  not 
available  for  all  of  the  many  cities  in  that  county;  nor  can  it  be  made 
exact  y even  for  Los  Angeles  city,  as  reports  of  the  property  in  each  of 
the  n any  annexes  have  not  been  made.  The  following  facts  are,  how- 
ever, instructive : The  city  of  Los  Angeles  collects  in  1911  $4,729,567.99, 
as  ag  linst  $4,604,068.78  in  1910  or  $125,499.21  more  than  last  year.  In 
addition  to  that,  the  city  receives  $175,880.06  for  taxes  on  corporations 
to  pa\-  bond  indebtedness.  The  highest  total  tax  rate  paid  in  the  city 
(com  ty,  school,  high  school  and  city  tax  rates  included,  but  the  Panama- 
Pacif  c Exposition  tax  excluded)  was  $2.50  against  a total  of  $2.79  last 
year.  Allowing  for  a 10  per  cent  horizontal  raise  in  city  valuations 
i laimed  to  have  been  made  this  year,  or  the  equivalent  of  8|  cents  in 
lax  rite,  the  tax  rate  this  year  is  201  cents  less  than  last  year,  and  yet 
the  c ty  has  $301,379.27  more  to  spend  than  last  year.  The  reduction 
in  so  ne  sections  is  more  than  the  201  cents,  Avhich  is  tha  reduction  in 
the  o dest  section  of  the  citv’. 

t 

At  ention  should  be  called  to  the  fact  that  as  San  Francisco  has  a citv 

• 

and  (oiinty  government  combined  the  showing  in  the  table  for  that  city 
is  tin  d.  The  folloudng  will  serve  as  an  example  of  the  method  of  com- 
putir.  g the  effect  of  the  change  in  the  state  tax  system  upon  a city : 


CITY  OF  PETALUMA. 

'i'otal  assessed  valuation  all  property  in  Petaluma  City,  as 

assessed  on  counitf  rolls .$3,347,470  00 

Propel  ty  withdrawn  in  city  on  county  rolls 149,900  00 

P>ilance  subject  to  county  taxation $3,197,510  00 

Cross  ^avinir  to  county  tax  payers  in  the  city,  37  cents  on 

$3,197,510  n,S30  79 

I hit  tic  — 

( 1)  L »ss  ill  county  revenues  at  $1.03  (see  Table  III  county 

iiain  or  loss)  on  $149,900 $1,5.54  .59 

(IM  L )ss  in  school  revenues  at  .$0.4203  (44  cents  on 

$3,197,510  divided  by  $3, .547, 470)  on  $149,900 0.30  IS  2,1  S4  77 

S:  viug,  less  county  and  school  district  losses $9,046  02 


'Fotal  issessed  valuation  all  property  on  city  rolls $5,004,.523  00 

Propel  ty  withdrawn  on  city  rolls 228,382  00 

B. dance  subject  to  city  taxation $4,770,141  00 

riiy  tlxes  lost  at  .$0.9209  (.$49,388.99  divided  by  $5.0i»4,- 

523)  on  $228,382 .$2,2.53  90 

Saving  carried  down  from  county  rolls .$9,040  02 

Less  1(  ss  in  city  taxes 2,2.53  90 

X *t  savin"  to  the  tax  payers  in  Petaluma  City $7,392  12 


Tn  or  ler  to  ascertain  the  full  gain  there  should  be  added  to  this  : ( 1 ) any  increase  in  city 
tax  re^enues  over  1!*10  ; (2)  any  bond  taxes  collected  by  tlie  State  and  paid  to  the  city. 
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Additional  city  statistics. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  compute  the  gains  or  losses  of  the  gen- 
erality of  the  cities  and  incorporated  towns,  but  there  has  been  collected 
from  nearly  a hundred  municijialities  a mass  of  data  which  it  is 
believed  will  be  found  valuable,  because  it  serves  to  show  in  a general 
way  tlie  effect  on  city  finauces  of  the  law  separating  State  and  local 
revenues.  It  a^ipeared  to  lie  anticipated  liefore  the  law  weut  into  oper- 
ation that  the  cities  would  be  the  principal  sufferers,  because  as  cities 
they  gained  nothing  through  release  from  state  taxes  (which  as  cities 
they  bad  never  paid),  Avliile  they  would  lose  heavily  by  the  withdrawal 
from  local  taxation  of  operative  property,  which  is  largely  concentrated 
in  the  centers  of  population.  Either  a serious  reduction  in  revenues  or 
a,  large  increase  in  tax  rates  was  predicted,  and  since  mo.st  city  charters 
prescribe  a tax  limit,  it  was  apprehended  that  many  cities  would  find 
themselves  in  serious  straits. 

The  reports  received,  the  substance  of  which  is  printed  in  the  two 
tables  which  follow,  show  that,  in  the  main,  the  cities  have  met  the  situ- 
ation and  have  taken  care  of  themselves  very  well.  With  some  excep- 
tions they  have  raised  their  assessment  rolls,  both  by  a higher  valuation 
of  property  and  by  the  addition  of  new  values  created  during  a period 
of  prosperity.  The  first  table,  embracing  ninety-three  cities,  not  includ- 
ing San  Francisco,  which  is  treated  as  a county,  shows  an  aggregate 
assessment  roll  in  1910  of  $918,114,109.00  while  in  1911  these  city  rolls 
(non-operative  property)  aggregated  $916,846,581.00,  a falling  off  of 
little  more  than  a million  and  a quarter  of  dollars.  At  the  same  time  the 
combined  operative  rolls  of  these  cities  (omitting  four  which,  having  no 
outstanding  debt,  made  no  assessment  of  operative  property)  amounted 
to  $99,221,532.00,  and  non-operative  and  operative  rolls  together  totaled 
$1,016,068,113.00.  In  other  words,  the  assessors  of  these  cities  made  an 
assessment  increase  of  approximately  ninety-eight  million  dollars,  more 
than  half  of  which  was  in  the  single  city  of  Los  Angeles. 

It  should  he  noted  that  while  great  pains  has  been  taken  to  make  the 
county  figures  as  nearly  exact  as  is  possible  at  this  time,  the  city  figures 
• re  more  or  less  approximate.  But  one  tax  rate,  and  that  the  highest, 
is  given  for  each  city  or  town,  although  a good  many  cities,  owing  to 
• successive  annexes,  not  all  of  which  are  liable  for  all  of  the  bond  taxes, 
have  several  different  rates.  Again,  in  a majority  of  cases  the  taxes 
(diarged  up  do  not  include  certain  amounts  of  taxes  on  unsecured  per- 
sonal property  which  were  collected  by  assessors,  either  in  1910  or  1911. 
To  make  the  matter  of  more  general  interest  there  has  been  added  to 
the  table  of  tax  amounts  and  tax  rates  a column  showing  tlie  total  rates 
of  taxes — state,  county,  municipal  and  district — paid  in  the  various 
cities  and  towns.  This  is  believed  to  be  the  first  time  that  line  of  data 
lias  been  published.  It  should  be  hardly  necessary  to  add  that  compar- 
isons between  tax  rates  in  one  city  and  another  must  be  made  with  due 
reserve,  because  between  one  and  another  there  is  likely  to  be  a wide 
variation  in  the  proportion  of  actind  value  of  property  to  assessed  value. 
The  figures  were  secured  tlirongb  the  courtesy  of  city  and  county 
officers. 
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TABLE  I.  Municipalities — Assessme7it  RoUs,  HUO 


ItllO. 

i!ni. 

I Xon-oporative. 

1011. 

Operative. 

mi. 

, Total. 

Alamo  ia  

$18,848,089 

$18,161,800 

$1,231,890 

$19,.393,690 

AIliamt)ra  _ __ 

4,486,842 

4,822,576 

166,950 

4.989,526 

Analio  111  . 

1.114,995 

1, .382,635 

176,915 

1.559,55)  i 

Belvedere __ 

740,578 

748,405 

.5,080 

758,485 

Eerkel  ev  

35,736,140 

37,102,245 

1,438,520 

38, .540,765 

Brawli  V 

721,0(K) 

661,200 

79,350 

740,550 

Chico 

2,486,827 

1 2,43.5,1.50 

114,-542 

2,.549,692 

Coltoi  _ _ 

1,470,241 

i 1,002,131 

, 255,856 

1.2.57,987 

Colusi  

1.219,805 

1 1,156,975 

121,029 

1,278.004 

Coron  i 

1.794,615 

1,780,665 

105,118 

1,835,783 

Coroii  ido 

2,117,136 

2,451,405 

22,-552 

2,473,957 

Dunsn  uir  _ __ 
Escori'  li<i() 

.531.215 

761.483 

7,993.813 

, 419,857 

877,708 
7.914,9,30 

1 30,422 

550,279 

877,708 

8,866,245 

Eurek; 

! 4,51,315 

P'resnc 

13.096,941 

13,233,118 

1.329,727 

14..562,845 

Gilroy  __  __ 

• 848,341 

1 848,1,57 

74,311 

922,468 

Glencii  le  _ 

1,. 536,6.59 

' 2,016,640 

1.35,135 

2,151,775 

Grass  Valley  _ _ 

1,41.5,728 

1,337,627 

, 93,541 

1,431,168 

Healdi  hurg 

1, 050, 986 

1. 0313,31 0 

15,050 

1,048,860 

Jacksfn  _ _ ^ 

610,173 

,593,. 597 

18,106 

1 611,703 

Lindsi  V _ 

927,140 

1,110,225 

34„582 

1,144,807 

Liven  lore  

910,406 

861,228 

106,275 

967,508 

Lodi  ___ 

1,:«7,887 

' 1,556,125 

206,196 

1.762,321 

Long  ieacli 

22..560.278 

21,199,660 

2,207,8.58 

1 28,407.518 

Los  Aigeles  - _ 

.332,506,774 

880,604,860 

.53,744,400 

; 2>S4.848,760 

Los  Gatos 

1,348,381 

1,30.5,315 

82,266 

l.:487,581 

Loyal  on  _ . _ _ 

Marti  I ez  _ ^ 

.549,184 

1,2.56,895 

2,706,0.32 

454,880 

1,087,795 

8,547,865 

71,876 

526,256 

1,087,795 

8,882,005 

Alarys  dlle 

8;H,140 

3Ierce(  __  

1,658,569 

1,4,39,825 

228,121 

1,667,946 

Modes  :o 

2,295,425 

2,428,715 

110,710 

2,. 539, 425 

Monrovia 

2,691,096 

3,387,915  I 

309,080 

3.696,995 

*Monte  'ey  

2,267, .592  | 

2,186,209  1 

138,284 

2.324,493 

.Mount  lin  View 

7.52,884  ; 

704,856 

44.415 

749,271 

X’apa  - 

8,989,248 

8,879,950 

189,157 

4.069,107 

Xatioral  City  _ 

1,892,588 

1,404,87,5 

66,829 

1,471,204 

Newpo 't  Beacli  

1,768.301 

1.817,024 

1.59,622  ’ 

1,9/6,646 

Oaklai  d ___ 

126,920.6.50 

116.806,325 

1 2,-390,6.50 

129,196.975 

Oceanside  ' 

637,800 

547,485 

101,212  ‘ 

648,617 

Ontario  . ___  __  „ 1 

2,376.108  1 

2,15,3,085 

296,697 

2.449,782 

Orang< 

1,6.50,605  1 

1,678,960 

100,672 

1.779,6:32 

Orovil  e _ 1 

1,691,966 

1,667,818 

104,837 

1,772,655 

Oxnard  _____  | 

2,084,.565 

1,984,440 

123,898 

2.108,:338 

Pacific  Grove  _ _ 

2,424,.304 

2,403„540 

82,87.3 

2,486,413 

Palo  Alto  _____  ' 

3,843,215  ! 

,3, 783,  .510 

114,500 

3,898,010 

Pasadi  na  _ _ ! 

4.5,112,(H)0 

44,658,660 

2.200,840  ; 

46,854,500 

Pet  a 111  na  i 

1,109.878 

4,776,141 

170,170  1 

4,946,311 

Pjcdmoiit  _ _ _ 

8,492,551  ' 

3,5.53,22.5 

i;i6,800  i 

:U)90,025 

Placer  dlle  __ 

842,959 

759,968 

72,542  1 

8.32,510 

Pleasa  iton 

421,610 

.380,075 

64,014  ! 

414,089' 

Pomona  _ 

6,231,654  ' 

6,721,-516  ' 

218,148  I 

6,939,664 

Porteirille  

1,797,614  , 

1.994,893 

82,646  ; 

2,077,539 

Red  B ulY  _ _ _ 

1,746,670  I 

1,686,665 

157,275  ' 

1,848,940 

Reddiii:?  __  ___ 

1.987,51.5 

1.660,-362 

197,580 

1,857,892 

Redlan  is  __  _ 

8,403,249  j 

8.995,6.55 

.567,327 

9,-562,982 

Retiont  o Beach 

2..5.50,,535  ' 

2,195,090 

789,546 

2.984,6:46 

Redwood  City  _ _ _ 
Richim  nd  ___  __ 

1,4.36,730  i 
7.891..547 
9,431,380  ! 

1,7.50,686 
8,896,225 
9,148,485  ^ 

95,4(KJ 

1,846,086 

8.896,225 

9.978,875 

Rivers  de  

880,890 

Rosevi  le  

800,800 

804,415 

91,185 

895,550 

Sacrariento  _ _ _ 

St  He  ena  __  

86.569,050 

1,858,495 

2,898,944 

U, 171, 750  , 
1,255,485  i 

.3,741,000 

44.912,750 

1.2.55,485 

2,296,655 

Salinas  _ 

2,209,4,50  ' 

87,205 

San  Pa  rnardino  _ _ 

5,623,0.53 

1,-548,690 

1,047,088 

5,595,7/8 

San  Bi enaventura  

1,682.318 

1.544,086 

1,57,390 

1,701,426 

San  ])  ego  _ _ 

43,299,019 

44,528,209 

1,694,185 

46,222,344 

San  Ji  cinto  _ ^ _ ___ 

279,337 

286,655 

32,2.52  1 

318.1X)7 

San  fh  se  _ _ _ _ 

22,271,380 

22,770,300 

2.965.090 

25,7:45,890 
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TABLE  I — Continued. 


1910. 

1911. 

1911. 

1011. 

Xou-openUive. 

Operative.  i 

Total. 

San  T.eandro - --  -- 

$1,919,:362 

, $1,988,750 

$169,343 

-$2.1-58,093 

Santa  Ana  

1 .5.980,9:30 

' 5,704,860  1 

.526,900 

6,281,260 

Santa  Barl)ara  __ 

9,069,881 

8,-506,785 

835,270 

9,:342,0.55 

Santa  C'ruz  - --- 

7.116,174 

7,261,9.30 

435,032 

i 7,696,962 

Santa  Alaria 

1.008,313 

978,297 

98,660 

1,076,95/ 

Santa  Monica  ___  _ 

! 8,0:31,69(1 

10,426,700 

670,420 

11,097.12(1 

Santa  Rosa 

.5.993,-382 

.5,871,222 

166,650 

6,037,872 

Sebastopol  

744,680 

719,905 

61,490 

781,395 

South  San  Francisco 

1.462,-560 

1,:520,&53 

1 141,907 

1,462,-560 

Stockton - ___  --  _ 

19,991,099 

20.745,7.30 

I 1,79.3,671 

22,.5.39.401 

Suisun  ___  __  - 

480,720 

420,540 

17,635 

4:i8,175 

Tulare  

1,198,4,54 

1,:308,705 

131,990 

1.440.695 

Turlock  _ _ _ ___  - 

i 794,350  ! 

1 787,010 

60, (MO 

1 847,6.50 

Ukiah  _ _ 

' 1,047,755 

1.008,960 

16,650 

i 1,025,610 

Upland  

1,177,790 

1,222,415 

9,880 

1 1,2:32,295 

Vacaville  

552,942 

507,805 

:3:3,203 

.541,008 

Valleio  _____ 

, 5,:382,486 

5,117,465 

:336,003 

5,4.5:3.468 

Venice  — - --  - 

5,675,847 

6,:3:32,304 

:150,655 

6,682,9.59 

Visalia  __  __  __  __ 

2,591,849 

8,356,950 

185,-577 

3,  .542.. 527 

Watsonville  __  _ _ 

2,3.56,0.52 

2.678„560 

4.58,445 

2,392,605 

2,791,490 

429,324 

181,243 

2,573,848 

Whittier  _ _ 

i m,m 

2,927,679 

Willits  _ _ __  

Winters  

Yreka  _ 

40,5:34 

26,943 

25,050 

.58.015 

469.8,58 

:391.273 

,570,005 

622,204 

366,640 
, 586,022 

1 626,897 

:364,;3:30 
544,955  1 
564,189  1 

Ynha  Citv  _ . 

Totals  

' $918,114,109 

$916,846,-581 

,$99,221,-5:32 

.$1,016,068,113 
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TABLI 1 II.  Municipalities — City  Revenues  from  Taxatioii  and  City  Tax  Rates  in  J9J0 

and  1911 — Also  total  Tax  Rates  Paid  in  Cities, 


1 

City  taxes  i 

charged  up. 

City 

tax  rate. 

Total  tax  rate, 
state,  county,  and 
district. 

1910. 

1911. 

loin. 

1911. 

1910. 

1911. 

Alame*la  

$221,068  96 

$228,553  84 

1.20 

1.28 

2.56 

2.44 

Alhaiii  )ra 

45.S43  46 

51,290  59 

1.10 

1.10 

3.25 

2.71 

Analic  m 

18,954  91 

23,505  04 

1.70 

1.70 

3.63 

4.50 

Belvedere 

8,595  00 

9,091  10 

1.19 

1.25 

2.23 

2.46 

Berkel  ‘y 

267,526  33 

291,852  44 

.75 

.79 

2.52 

2.37 

Brawlty 

' 14,920  12 

10,909  80 

1.65 

1.65 

4.27 

4.07 

Chico  

38.393  72 

39,995  67 

1.55 

1.65 

3.70 

4.15 

Coltor  

27,199  45 

21,044  75 

1.85 

2.10 

, 3.85 

5.20 

Coluse  

^ 20,980  66 

20,825  55 

1.72 

! 1.80 

i 3.52 

3.85 

Coroni. 

; 30,508  45 

29,940  49 

1.70 

1.73 

3.95 

4.20 

Coroiii  do 

30,693  80 

36,765  28 

1.45 

1.50 

3.10 

3.29 

Dunsmair 

3,187  29 

2,939  16 

.60 

.70 

1.80 

3.05 

Escoru  ido  

‘ 8,744  35 

10,089  50 

1.15 

1.15 

4.05 

4.11 

Eureki  

; 83,086  49 

83,688  89 

1.10 

1.10 

2.85 

2.80 

Fresnc  

143,910  00 

147,082  40 

1.20 

1.20 

3.35 

3.36 

Gilroy 

12,607  76 

11,464  07 

1.60 

1.46 

3.14 

3.09 

Glendale  

17,364  24 

23,594  76 

1.13 

1.17 

3.11 

3.17 

Grass  Valley 

; 12,438  69 

13,210  24 

.95 

' 1.05 

3.25 

i 3.30 

Ilealds  burg  

12,428  10 

12,305  95 

1.26 

1.26 

3.06 

1 3.01 

Jackscn 

i 3,966  12 

4,155  18 

.65 

.70 

2.19 

2.72 

Lindsay 

6,953  56 

16,654  14 

.75 

1.50 

2.55 

3.62 

Livern  ore  

9,858  92 

9,473  40 

1.10 

1.10 

2.66 

2.48 

Lodi 

19,392  57 

18,532  13 

1.50 

1.25 

3.45 

3.06 

Long  Jeaeh  

269,473  82 

250,474  91 

1.271 

1.40 

3.041 

2.93 

Los  Angeles 

4,604.068  78 

4.729,567  99 

1.43 

- 1.48 

2.79  I 

2.55 

Los  Gi  tos  

13,483  81 

15,375  25 

1.00 

i 1.23 

2.51 

2.73 

Loyallon  

4,119  15 

3,407  85 

.75 

i 

./o 

3.10  1 

2.45 

Martirez 

9.426  71 

7,783  46 

.75 

JO 

2.47  1 

2.46 

Alarys'ille 

70.310  67 

.53,216  06 

2.60 

1..50 

5.65 

4.45 

Merced  

20,667  02 

21,019  47 

1.25 

1.46 

3.25 

3.54 

Modest  o 

34,433  85 

48,574  30 

1.50 

2.00 

3.75 

4.20 

Monro  da _i 

39,020  89 

52,920  44 

1.45 

1.50 

3.62 

3.80 

Monteiev  --  - 

28,339  23 

31,660  88 

1.25 

1.45 

2.80 

2.91 

Mount  lin  View  

10,705  05 

9,965  67 

1.50  1 

1.50 

3.00 

2.74 

Xapa  

39,887  88 

.38,791  04 

1.00  ! 

1.00 

2.66 

2.72 

National  City  __  _ — 

13,222  47 

16,577  32 

.95  ! 

1.18 

3.60 

3.88 

Newpo  t Beach 

12,378  10 

12,719  17 

.70  j 

.70 

2.06 

1.98 

Oaklar  d — - 

1,690,942  79 

2,248,918  33 

1.38 

1.98 

3.06 

3.26 

Oceanside  

11,528  60 

11,672  21 

1.85 

2.12 

3.95 

4.15 

Ontari  > 

38,374  14 

33,743  43 

1.611 

1.57 

3.491 

5.12 

Orangt  

19,945  97 

21,261  37 

1.25  ! 

1.30 

2.97 

3.11 

OrovilJe ! 

33,899  32 

31,021  19 

2.00  i 

1.85 

4.03 

4.25 

Oxnan  ' 

22,930  21 

19,844  40 

1.10  ' 

1.00  • 

3.05 

2.88 

Pacific  Grove 

20,606  59 

31.295  74 

.85 

1.30 

3.67 

2.94 

Palo  A Ito 

36,524  25 

35,943  35 

.98J 

.95 

2.70J 

2.75 

Pasadena  

420,284  53 

449,003  68 

.98  ■ 

1.04 

2.61 

2.42 

Petalu  na 

41,098  78 

49,388  99 

1.00  ; 

1.10 

2.64 

2.74 

Piednu  nt 

26,194  13 

3.5,  .5.32  25 

.75  i 

1.00 

3.20 

2.83 

Placer'  ille  

8,429  59 

8,625  10 

1.00 

1.10 

3.10 

3.14 

Pleasa  iton . 

6,324  15 

5,701  13 

1.50  , 

1.50 

2.86 

2.72 

Pomona  1 

94,133  84 

109,597  64 

1.50 

1.70 

3.77  i 

3.90 

Porter  dlle  1 

22,470  17 

2.5,238  40 

1.25  ' 

1.35 

3.65 

4.00 

Red  Bljff 1 

14.849  18 

14,335  .39 

.85 

.85 

2.82  ' 

3.27 

Reddin  ? I 

27,491  36 

21,447  21 

1.55  , 

1.40 

3.121 

3.36  11-14 

Redlan  Is  

109,232  11 

116,933  32 

1.3(1 

1.30 

3.55  i 

4.55 

Redone  o Beach 

25,558  68 

23,650  96 

1.00 

1.00 

2.35 

2.13 

Redwo(  d City  . 

26,866  85 

28,191  10 

1.87 

1.73 

3.21 

3.25 

Richinc  nd 

55,261  83 

64,052  82 

.60 

.60 

2.19  1 

2.04 

Riverside  

141,515  70 

150,944  00 

1.50 

1.65 

3.55 

4.00 

Rosovi  le  i 

13.217  25 

12,6,30  51 

1.65 

1.50 

3.60 

3.80 

Sacran  onto  ; 

563,516  80 

560,124  83 

1.60  i 

1.39 

3.60  ' 

3.08 

St.  Hel  ?na 

10.187  33 

12,554  85 

.75 

1.00 

2.49  ' 

.3.10 

Salinas  

28,787  31 

26,51.3  40 

1.20 

1.20 

2.75 

2..55 

San  Be  rnardino  

98,965  00 

80,056  00 

1.76 

1.76 

3.60  ' 

5.20 
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TABLE  II— Continued. 


eaty  taxes  cliarged  up. 

City 

tax  rate. 

Total  tax  rate, 
state,  county,  and 
district. 

1910. 

1911. 

1910. 

1911, 

1910. 

1911. 

San  Buenaventura  ___ 

$25,999  95 

.$25,.353  51 

1.80 

1.80 

3.68 

3.75 

San  Diego 

562,712  97 

645,377  15 

1.30 

1.45 

3.30 

, 3.45 

San  Jacinto  

5,167  73 

6,593  07 

1.85 

. 2.30 

4.05 

5.20 

San  Jose — 

253,893  73 

275,520  03 

1.14 

1.21 

2.68 

; 2.54 

San  Leandro 

18,463  68 

21,558  93 

.97 

1.08 

2.47 

: 2.47 

Santa  Ana 

71,771  16 

68,452  32 

1.20 

1.20 

3.96 

1 4.68 

Santa  Barbara 

130,794  92 

122,725  04 

1.48 

1.48 

3.63 

3.48 

Santa  Cruz  

86,620  53 

95,761  80 

1.26 

1.37 

3.11 

, 3.37 

Santa  Maria 

10,083  13 

9,782  97 

1.00 

1.00 

2.73 

2.6;^ 

Santa  Monica 

125,218  01 

134.937  73 

1.65 

1.35 

3.55 

' 2.90 

Santa  Rosa  

8.3,012  40 

79,362  05 

1.45 

1.45 

3.21 

3.18 

Sebastopol  

10,425  52 

9,298  45 

1.40 

1.40 

3.20 

3.08 

South  San  Francisco. 

7,314  99 

8.577  87 

.50 

.65 

1.91 

2.10 

Stockton  

310,914  59 
9,171  07 

316,-502  80 
6,.308  10 

1.67 

1.62 

3.35 

3.42 

Suisun  

1.50 

1..50 

3.25 

3.20 

Tulare  

12,424  42 

20,568  00 

1.10 

1.6(1 

3.10 

3.60 

Turlock 

1.3,968  61 

13,496  00 

1.87 

1.87 

*6.27 

*7.24 

Ukiah  

12.574  26 

12,611  24 

1.20 

1.25 

2.83 

' 2.99 

Upland 

16.017  94 

16,624  84 

1.36 

1.36 

3.55 

i 5.11 

Vacaville  _ 

16,846  73 

18,128  &4 

1.05 

1.70 

3.05 

3.57 

Vallejo 

5.3,824  86 

.54,534  68 

1.00 

1.00 

2.87 

3.05 

Venice  

56,753  35 

69,922  48 

LOO 

1.10 

2.17 

2.89 

Visalia 

44,061  44 

.57,311  20 

1.70 

1.60 

3.30 

3.81 

Watsonville  

23,560  52 

23,926  05 

1.10 

1.05 

2.90  1 

3. .30 

Whittier  

43,103  58 

49,823  25 

1.65 

1.85 

3.37  1 

3.08 

Willits  

5,715  83 

.5,546  50 

1.25 

1.31  3-10 

3.20  ' 

3.06  3-10 

Winters 

3,666  40 

5,847  50 

1.00 

1.61 

2.45  1 

3.14 

Yreka  

8,790  21 

8,174  08 

1..50 

1.50 

2.70  i 

3.30 

Yuba  City  .. 

6,895  76 

6,770  26 

1.10 

1.20 

te.ix)  ' 

t8.05 

Totals 

1 

.$11,865,565  13 

$12,826,636  32 

♦Includes  irrigation  district  taxes, 
tincludes  levee  district  taxes. 


In  regard  to  district  taxes. 

A form  of  taxation  'which  has  been  lai-^elv  on  the  increase  in  this 

C’  € 

State  for  some  few  j^ears  past  is  special  district  taxes — meaning  thereliy 
taxes  either  for  bond-paying  purposes  or  for  current  expenses  occasioned 
by  school,  high  school,  sanitary,  tire  protection,  lil)rary  or  other  districts. 
Owing  to  multiplication  of  country  high  schools  and  the  growing  cost 
of  all  classes  of  schools,  as  well  as  the  creation  of  several  new  kinds  of 
districts,  the  tendency  is  toward  a rapid  increase  of  district  tax  rates, 
for  which  the  new  State  tax  system  is,  of  course,  not  responsible. 
In  the  table  by  counties  which  is  herewith  given  comparison  is  made 
onlv  between  the  vears  1910  and  1911.  but  the  increase  would  be  more 
manifest  if  previous  years  had  been  included.  There  is  added  a column 
showing  the  amounts  of  taxes  which  in  seven  counties  were  levied  for 
the  reimbursement  of  districts.  For  the  figures  in  this  table  we  are 
indebted  to  the  countv  auditors. 
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Special  District  Taxes  Charged  Up  to  County  Tax  Collectors  in  i!)10  and  mi — Also 

Taxes  Levied  for  Reimbursement. 


Alamed  i 

Alpine  

Ainadoi  

Butte  

Calaveias  

Colusa  

Contra  Costa 

Del  Noi  te 

El  Dori  do  

Fresno  

Glenn  

Humbo  dt  

Imperii  1 

Kern  

Kings  

Lake  _ 

Lassen  

Los  An  jeles 

iSladera  

Marin  

Maripo  ;a  

Mendoc  no 

Merced  

Modoc  

Mono  

Monter  ‘,y  

Napa  

Nevada  

Orange  

Placer  

Plumas  

Riversi ie  

Sacramsnto  

San  Be  lito 

Be  rnardino 

Diogo  

Frineisco  . 
Joiquin  — 
Lu  s Obispo 

Ma  teo 

Santa  Barbara  - 
Santa  Dlara  --- 

Santa  Cru;^ 

Shasta  

Sierra  

Siskiyou  

Solano  

Sonomi  

St a nisi lus  

Sutter  

'Teh ami  

Trinity  - 

Tulare  

Tuolun  ne  

Ventur  i 

Yolo  

Y"uba  


San 

San 

San 

San 

San 

San 


Tot  a Is 


178,870  49 
38,090  22 
6,229  09 
264,632  61 
211,702  00 
None 
396,422  33 
268,974  56 
None 
117,076  09 
35,268  00 
101,180  20 
121,031  51 
205,596  14 
69,042  31 
26,500  00 
4,494  32 
20,948  57 
59,923  79 
90,442  90 
68,842  61 
6,661  87 
28,148  98 
None 
142,185  98 
7,122  57 
95,213  16 
31,603  10 
28,565  12 


$6,756,235  61 


1910. 

1 

t 

1911. 

1 

1 

Taxes  levied  to 
reimburse  districts 
for  loss. 

$901,2.72  08 
None 

$706,031  90 
None 

4,939  21 
64,105  71 
4,445  51 
27,944  36 

17,657  81 
70,781  43  1 
6,421  69  ! 
45,826  80  1 

90,269  29 
1,794  51 
None 

100,239  32 
8,123  71  I 
656  43  ' 

310,1:33  80 

30,624  14 
59,685  54 
105,214  11 
62,698  81 
63,271  44 
7,401  64 
2,026  84 
2,091,348  43 
27,805  87 
75,318  96 
None 

321,879  76  i 
30,032  54  ' 

1 

■ 60,.501  30 

' 121,610  44 

65,689  49 
54,707  07 
10,451  62 
14,815  77 
2,108,681  00 
20,069  10 
71,355  78 
None 

1 

i $374,000  00 

34,626  67 
56,654  79 
21,092  61 
None 

; 44,748  74 

91,184  05 
25,893  97 
589  77 

3,496  31 

42,309  96 
29,722  28 
16,780  53 

87,244  54 
i 39,842  93 

I 17,429  72 

225,357  72 
34,593  49 
45,907  87 
232,028  65 
231,183  00 


410,828  33 
296,014  74 
None 
138,717  07 
15,850  00 
109,477  00 
157,352  37 
223,385  78 
70,588  40 
27,4:38  00 
2,235  22 
36,819  14 
82,972  98 
104,095  03 
88,824  80 
111,536  50 
26,965  51 
None 
202,492  08 
11,637  46 
109,666  40 
25,044  89 
32,026  89 


$7,195,006  00 


48,339  00 


130,452  41 
28,499  61 


13,400  00 


16,488  9: 


$614,676  30 
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The  Bond  Refund  Payments. 

The  bond  payments  made  by  the  KState  are  provided  for  in  subdivi- 
sion e of  section  14  of  article  XIII  of  the  Constitution  as  amended 
November  8,  1910.  The  section  reads  as  follows : 

“All  property  enumerated  in  subdivisions  a,  h,  and  d of  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  taxation,  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  to  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  of  any  bonded  indebtedness  created  and  outstand- 
ing by  any  city,  city  and  county,  county,  town,  toivnship,  or  district, 
before  the  adoption  of  this  section.  The  taxes  so  paid  for  principal  and 
interest  on  such  bonded  indebtedness  shall  be  deducted  from  the  total 
amount  paid  in  taxes  for  State  purposes.  ’ ’ 

The  taxes  due  the  State  under  Amendment  No.  1 are  payable  July 
1st,  which  is  before  the  counties  and  cities  fix  the  rates  and  collect  their 
taxes,  so  that  the  deductions  of  bond  taxes  to  be  paid  the  local  units 
could  not  be  made  by  the  corporations  when  paying  their  State  taxes. 
To  overcome  this  difficulty  and  simplify  the  dealings  in  which  the  State, 
hundreds  of  different  corporations,  and  three  hundred  counties,  cities, 
towns  and  districts  are  involved  it  was  provided  in  section  22,  chapter 
335,  Statutes  of  1911,  that  “all  taxes  assessed  and  levied  as  provided  in 
this  act  shall  be  paid  to  the  State  Treasurer,  upon  the  order  of  the  Con- 
troller, without  deduction  for  any  taxes  assessed  and  levied  to  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  of  any  bonded  indebtedness  mentioned  in  subdi- 
vision e of  section  14  of  article  XIII  of  the  Constitution,”  and  sections 
28  and  29  of  the  statute  provide  that  the  bond  taxes  levied  by  counties, 
cities,  towns  and  districts,  on  the  operative  property  of  the  public  service 
coporations  should  be  paid  to  such  counties,  cities,  towns  and  districts  by 
the  State  Controller  in  the  months  of  October  and  March  on  the  presenta- 
tion of  certified  claims.  For  the  payment  of  these  claims  the  legislature, 
by  Chapter  602,  Statutes  of  1911,  appropriated  $1,500,000,  of  which 
$650,000  became  available  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1912,  and 
$850,000  for  the  following  fiscal  year. 

This  simpler  method  of  the  State  collecting  the  full  gross  earnings 
taxes  and  paying  the  bond  taxes  to  the  local  units  out  of  this  appropria- 
tion has  proven  satisfactory. 

Although  the  first  half  of  these  bond  taxes  was  to  have  been  paid  by 
the  State  in  October,  claims  have  not  been  received  from  all  cities  and 
districts  entitled  to  a refund  and  many  of  the  claims  presented  require 
corrections  before  they  can  be  paid.  Claims  for  bond  taxes  to  the  extent 
of  $344,252.49  have  been  presented,  the  first  half  of  which  has  been  paid. 
Other  claims  pending  and  estimates  for  cities  and  districts  not  yet  heard 
from  amount  to  $305,869.82.  This  makes  a total  of  $650,122.31,  which 
is  the  estimated  amount  of  bond  tax  payments  due  from  the  State  for 
the  year  1911-12.  The  reports  of  the  officials  of  the  counties,  cities, 
towns  and  districts  show  that  on  November  8,  1910,  the  amount  of 
bonds  outstanding  for  which  the  State  is  liable  to  pay  the  taxes  falling 
on  the  operative  property  of  the  corporations  was  $77,682,312.28.  The 
amount  of  principal  reported  due  on  these  bonds  during  the  year  1911 
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was  ,307,516.03.  "While  the  total  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  counties, 
munie:  palities  and  districts  this  year  on  account  of  interest  on  the 
bonds  above  mentioned  has  not  been  computed  in  detail,  it  will  approx- 
imate I ?3,500,000. 

The  greatest  difficulty  encountered  has  been  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
audito ’s  and  clerks  have  extended  the  bond  taxes  against  the  personal 
property  of  banks,  which  should  have  been  excluded  from  the  claims 
agains , the  State.  The  personal  property  of  banks  is  excluded  from 
the  bei  eht  of  the  bond  refunds  through  the  wording  of  the  constitutional 
amend  aient.  Subdivision  c of  section  14  of  article  XIII  of  the  Consti- 
tution. which  is  the  subdivision  dealing  with  banks,  was  omitted  from 
the  eii  imeration  of  public  service  corporation  property  retained  as  sub- 
ject to  the  bond  taxes,  subdivision  e reading  “all  property  enumerated 
in  subdivisions  a,  b,  and  d”  shall  be  subject  to  the  bond  taxes. 

In  tlie  three  or  four  most  important  questions  which  arose  in  con- 
nectioi  with  these  bond  payments  the  Controller  followed  opinions 
Lriven  l>y  the  Attorney  General.  In  regard  to  what  bonds  the  operative 
property  is  liable  to  pay  upon  the  opinion  held  that  the  words 
■‘creat'd  and  outstanding”  used  in  the  Constitution  included  only  bonds 
sold  ai  d delivered  before  November  8,  1910,  (the  day  on  which  Amend- 
ment I Jo.  1 was  adopted).  On  the  advice  of  the  Attorney  General  the 
( 'ontrc  Her  is  paying  the  taxes  for  bonds  of  cities,  towns,  counties,  school 
distric  ;s  and  sanitary  districts,  but  is  withholding  the  payment  of  irriga- 
tion, riclamation  and  levee  district  bonds.  These  last  named  districts 
are  ad  .ised  to  present  their  tax  bills  to  the  corporations  direct  until  it 
shall  b * determined  by  the  courts  whether  or  not  the  corporations  are  still 
liable  :'or  all  local  taxes  to  these  districts,  the  Constitution  stating  that 
the  Stitc  “tax  shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  other  taxes,  state,  county  and 
inunictpal,’’  upon  the  operative  property  of  the  corporations  taxed  on 
gross  earnings,  gross  premiums,  or  shares  of  capital  stock.  It  is  doubt- 
ful wl  ether  the  word  “municipal”  withdraws  corporation  property 
from  i Tigation,  reclamation  or  levee  district  tax(‘s. 


